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DETAILED ACTION 

a. This action is taken to response to amendments and remarks filed on 12/14/2006. 

b. Claims 1-8 and 10-20 are pending and claim 9 has been cancelled. Claims 1,10, 
and 15 are independent claims. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 2-4, 11-12, and 16-18 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the 
rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C 1 12, 2 nd paragraph and 101 issues, set forth in this Office Action and 
to include all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-3, 6, 8, 10-14, 16-17, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 



Claim 1 recites the limitation, "a database command that has a standard format", which 
is not disclosed in the specification. 

Claim 2 recites the limitation, "said first transaction" (line 17) and "said second 
transaction" (lines 20-21, 24). There is insufficient antecedent basis for the limitation in the 
claim. 



Application/Control Number: 10/756,932 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2166 

Claim 3 recites the limitation, "said first transaction" (line 10) and "said first request" 
(line 1 1). There is insufficient antecedent basis for the limitation in the claim. 

Claims 2 and 3 recite the limitation, " said transaction requests from first ones of said 
plurality of clients " and "said transaction requests from second ones of said plurality of 
clients". There is insufficient antecedent basis for the limitation in the claim. 

Claims 6, 14, and 19 recite the limitation, "a requirements table", "computer useable 
program code" which is not disclosed in the specification. 

Claim 8 recites the limitation, "said default data" and "said second ones of said 
plurality of clients". There is insufficient antecedent basis for the limitation in the claim. 

Claims 10-14 recite the limitation, "computer usable media", "computer useable 
program code" which are not disclosed in the specification. 

Claims 11-12 and 16-17 comprise the same deficiencies as claims 2 and 3, and are 
therefore rejected on the same basis. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-8 and 15-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
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Regarding claims 1-8, these claims recite a method of validating transaction requests, but 
fails to recite a tangible result, a requirement for compliance with the provisions of 35 U.S.C. § 
101 for a process that can be interpreted as being implemented through software. For a result to 
be tangible, it must be more than just a thought or a computation, i.e. it must have real-world 
value rather than an abstract result. See GOTTSCHALK, Comr. Pats. v. BENSON et al (US 
SupCt) 175 USPQ 673 at 676-77 (invention ineligible because it had "no substantial practical 
application"). For instance, an additional step that included either displaying the validated result 
or error to the user. 

Claims 1,10, and 15 recite limitation, "using said different requirements to determine 
whether to validate. . .", "generating a database command. . .in response to validated transaction.. 
The step of the claim recites a determining step, which does not always provide a tangible result. 

Claims 2 and 3 recite limitation, "if said first (second) transaction has been validated, 
generating a database command. . ." The step of the claim recites a determining step (if), which 
does not always provide a tangible result. 

Claim 10 is directed towards a computer readable medium or a propagated signal 
(amended spec: "a computer readable medium of ... regardless of the particular type of signal 
bearing media... "). A signal while incapable of being perceived or touch is also incapable of 
providing a tangible result. 

Regarding claims 2-8 depend from rejected claim 1, comprise the same deficiencies as 
those claims directly or indirectly by dependence, and are therefore rejected on the same basis. 

Regarding claims 11-14 depend from rejected claim 10, comprise the same deficiencies 
as those claims directly or indirectly by dependence, and are therefore rejected on the same basis. 



Application/Control Number: 10/756,932 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2166 

Regarding claims 16-20 depend from rejected claim 15, comprise the same deficiencies 
as those claims directly or indirectly by dependence, and are therefore rejected on the same basis. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims 
was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point 
out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time 
a later invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 
U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1, 5-8, 10, 13-15, and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Georgalas et al. (US Patent Application Publication 2005/0216498, hereinafter 
referred as Georgalas) in view of Davis et al. (US Patent Application Publication 2004/0024888, 
hereinafter referred as Davis), 
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As to claim 1 5 Georgalas discloses a method for validating transaction requests from a 
plurality of clients to access a database (configure and validate request based on rules, paragraph 
[0009]), the method comprising the computer implemented steps of: 

providing an interface to validate transaction requests to access a database (paragraph 
[0030]), using a plurality of validation criteria (rule store, paragraph [0029], lines 4-6), from said 
plurality of clients having different requirements for said validation criteria(each role has 
different policies, Figure 1, item 131, paragraph [0025], [0026], [0060]), said interface in a 
singleton in-memory object (policies are stored in an in-memory, XML-based database, 
paragraph [0099], [0127]); 

using said different requirements to determine whether to validate said transaction 
requests from said plurality of clients (paragraph [003 1]-[0033]); and 

generating a database command (store data or query, paragraph [0072]) that has a 
standard format in response to validated transaction requests, wherein said standard format 
database command is generated in response to a validated transaction request regardless of which 
one of said plurality of clients sent said validated transaction request (paragraph [0125]). 

Georgalas discloses using default data handling (database command standard format) but 
does not explicitly disclose determining default data handling is the same for each one of clients. 

Davis discloses database command (query) are provided in structured query language 
(SQL) format (paragraph [0031]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
was made to modify Georgalas 's disclosure to set SQL command as default data handler as 
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taught by Davis for the purpose of providing a standard database command. The skilled artisan 
would have been motivated to improve the invention of Georgalas per the above such that 
database command is generated in response to a validated transaction regardless of which one of 
said plurality of clients. 

As to claim 5, Georgalas discloses the method of claim 1, wherein each one of said 
transaction requests is included in an extensible markup language document, (paragraph [0065], 
lines 8-10, paragraph [0067], lines 15-17) and Davis discloses wherein the database command is 
a structured query language command (paragraph [0031], lines 13-15). 

As to claim 6, Georgalas discloses the method of claim 1, further comprising: 
providing a requirements table (Policy Store, Figure 8, item 409) that defines, for each 

one of said plurality of clients, a requirement for said plurality of validation criteria (paragraph 

[0060], [0124]) 

As to claim 7, Georgalas discloses the method of claim 6, further including: 
receiving a particular transaction request (associated rules/policies, paragraph [0031]- 

[0033]) that includes a client identifier that identifies one of said plurality of clients 

(identification of role, paragraph [0060], ); and 

using said client identifier to access said requirements table ( to read a requirement for 

one of said plurality of validation criteria that has been defined for said identified one of said 
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plurality of clients (each policies is associated with role, Figure 1, item 131, paragraph [0090], 
[0152]). 

As to claim 8, Georgalas discloses the method of claim 6, further comprising: 

said requirements table specifying said default data for said second ones of said plurality 

of clients to use for said first one of said plurality of validation criteria (paragraph [0129], lines 

17-24, [0131], lines 15-21). 

As to claim 10, is directed to a computer program product carrying instructions for 
performing the methods of claim 1 and is rejected along the same rationale. 

As to claim 13, is directed to a computer program product carrying instructions for 
performing the methods of claim 5 and is rejected along the same rationale. 

As to claim 14, is directed to a computer program product carrying instructions for 
performing the methods of claim 6 and is rejected along the same rationale. 

As to claim 15, is directed to a data processing system for performing the methods of 
claim 1 and is rejected along the same rationale. 

As to claim 19, is directed to a data processing system for performing for performing the 
methods of claim 6 and is rejected along the same rationale. 

As to claim 20, is directed to a data processing system for performing the methods of 
claim 7 and is rejected along the same rationale. 



Application/Control Number: 10/756,932 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2166 

Response to Amendment 
Applicant's amendments and remarks have been fully and carefully considered. In 
response to these amendments, another iteration of claim analysis, based on previously relied on 
references (Georgalas and Davis), and particularly addressing the newly amended limitation, has 
been embarked. Refer to the corresponding sections of the claim analysis for details. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Shew-Fen Lin whose telephone number is 571-272-2672. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30AM - 5:00PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain Alam can be reached on 571-272-3978. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. Any inquiry of a 
general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding should be directed to the 
receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-9600. 

Shew-Fen Lin Art Unit 2 1 66 

Patent Examiner February 7, 2007 




